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ABSTRACT
A training program was developed for teaching test orientation
(to) skills to disadvantaged children. The skills selected for train-
ing were: (a) use of machine-scorable answer sheets; (b) following oral
and written test instructions; (c) pacing and careful use of testing
time; and (d) using partial knowledge to guess wisely. In addition,
training was designed to raise test-taking motivation. It was argued
that TO skills such as these are logically independent of academic
achievement, that the exercise of such skills affects performance on
standardized academic achievement tests, and therefore that individual
differences in TO skills contribute to invalidity of achievement test
scores. It was hypothesized that a TO training program would bring
students to a more uniform skill level and thus: (a) raise test scores
overall, and ( .) increase the validity of scores. The training program
was administered to 93 fourth- and fifth-grade students in two inner-
city schools in Worcester, Massachusetts. Another 96 students served
as controls. Classroom teachers conducted the training sessions. All
subjects took the Vocabulary subtest of the California Achievement Tests
pre- and post-training.
Training had no effect on mean Vocabulary score, either overall
or for selected subgroups. Nor was there any effect on reliability or
predictive validity (against the criterion of class rank in reading
achievement) of test scores. Two TO variables, number of answer-sheet
iv
marking errors and number of items omitted, were also unaffected.
The failure of training to produce the expected results was inter-
preted as due to the inadequacy of the treatment rather than as
refuting the hypothesis.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Background
Almost anyone who has been administered an objective test would
agree that one could develop skills for taking such tests, skills
that are unrelated to one's knowledge of the test content. Writers in
the testing field have long been concerned that unequal test sophisti-
cation among examinees may be a source of invalid test variance. If,
indeed, this is the case, then it would seem to present an important
problem for standardized testing in education. Goslin (1963; also
Goslin, Epstein, & Hallock, 1965) has surveyed testing programs in
elementary schools and reports a growing tendency to use standardized
tests in the diagnosis of individual differences and placement of child-
ren into particular classes at an early age. Since early diagnosis and
placement must profoundly influence the child's educational opportuni-
ties and growth, the effect of test sophistication on the validity of
standardized tests is a question of some practical significance.
There have been two main foci of research concerned with test
sophistication. One body of work is concerned with the effects of
rather broadly defined coaching procedures on test performance; the
other examines the influence of training in specific elements of test
wiseness (TW) , as defined by Millraan, Bishop, and Ebel (1965). In this
chapter, the literature on coaching and TW is summarized briefly. The
2issue of TW and test validity is discussed, and the existing research
is criticized on the grounds that it has not adequately dealt with the
validity question. A rationale is then developed for a new approach
to remedying differences in test sophistication in children. This
approach will be called a test orientation procedure. Finally, the
purposes of the present investigation are delineated.
Coaching
Research on TW, and on the related topic of coaching, has focused
mainly on whether test scores can be increased by training. The work
on TW of the last decade is antedated by the coaching research of the
1920' s and 1950 's, the concern of which seems to have been prLnarily
practical: Can the scores of some students on standardized intelli-
gence tests be unfairly boosted by practice or coaching on tests or
test-like materials? It was thought that something like "test sophis-
tication" might result from such training. The term "coaching" as it
is used in the literature apparently subsumes a variety of treatments
designed to improve test performance. Coaching can mean drill on the
actual test items, drill on parallel items, familiarization with a test-
like situation, discussion of the principles underlying item types,
and/or training in the concepts or material to be tested. Those
coaching procedures not involving the actual test content were somewhat
similar to procedures used later to teach TW skills.
Findings of the early coaching work are somewhat inconsistent and.
3"because the training procedures are incompletely documented, rather
difficult to interpret. Perhaps hecause the early investigators were
concerned simply with whether it was possible to raise scores, rather
than with the specific factors responsible for gain, their descrip-
tions of training procedures tend to be too gross to permit identifi-
cation of some important dimensions (for example, it is usually un-
clear whether instruction concerned item format or item content, nor
is it clear whether students were given feedback on the correctness
of their responses during training, nor whether there were any rein-
forcement contingent on correctness of responses). It has generally
been found, however, that coaching produces significant mean gain on
both individually-administered intelligence tests (Casey, 1928; K.
Greene, 1928; Holloway, 195^+; Kinnie & Sternlof, 1971) and a group
test (Dempster, 195*+; Wiseman, 195^). At least one study though
(Davidson, 1928) did not find consistent superiority for the coached
group. The studies just mentioned used school children at different
age levels ranging from preschool to about eleven years. Because
different age levels, tests, and procedures were used in these studies,
it is difficult to generalize about the size of the coaching effect,
though the mean increase is probably fairly small. Results on the
duration of the coaching effect are very inconclusive. It is fairly
clear that practice on test-like materials is an important element in
coaching. Wiseman (l95h) compared (a) combined coaching and practice,
(b) coaching alone, and (c) practice alone, for 10-year-old children.
4Coaching without practice resulted in only a slight mean improvement
over controls, while practice without coaching produced a larger gain
and the largest gain resulted with the combined treatments. In addi-
tion, greater coaching gains seem to result on non-verbal types of
tests (Kinnie & Sternlof, 1971; Vernon, 1954). Kinnie and Sternlof
found the significantly greater increase of their treatment groups'
WPPSI scores was due entirely to improvement on the performance scales.
Another fairly strong indication is that the size of the treatment
effect is related to the similarity of the coached materials to the
target test. Holloway (1954) and Kinnie and Sternlof (1971) found
greater gains when coaching was on test items employing the same format
(though different content) as the target test. Greene (1928) found
greater gains when coaching was on the actual test items (i.e., iden-
tical content) than when it was on items with similar format but dif-
ferent content. Finally, there is some indication, though weak, that
the size of the increase due to coaching may be negatively related to
the age of the child (Casey, 1928), and that within age levels gain
is unrelated to initial ability level (Holloway, 1954; Wiseman, 1954).
Test Wiseness
Mlllman, Bishop and Ebel (1965) have defined test-wiseness for
objective tests as "...a subject's capacity to utilize the characteris-
tics and formats of the test and/or test-taking situation to receive a
high score. Test-wiseness is logically independent of the examinee's
5knowledge of the subject matter for which the items are supposedly
measures." Since the Millman et al. analysis, a number of investiga-
tions have focused on specific elements of TW. The usual approach has
been to examine the effects of training in TW skills.
Millman et al. (1965) identified two major classes of test-taking
skills, the first independent of, the second dependent on the test
constructor and/or purpose. Skills in the first class are essentially
technical skills such as strategies for pacing oneself and for avoiding
careless errors, while skills in the second class include deductive
strategies (e.g., choose neither or both of two alternatives each of
which implies the correctness of the other) and cue-using strategies
(e.g., use information contained elsewhere in the test to infer the
correct answer to an item) . The use of the second type of skill then
is to some extent dependent on poor test construction, and thus less
applicable to standardized tests.
Two studies using older students and providing training in the
second class of skills outlined by Millman et al. , have employed direct
measures of T17 to assess training effectiveness (rather than looking
at the effect on scores on some target test). Measures of TW are
typically constructed by writing multiple-choice items which deliberate-
ly incorporate cues to the keyed response. The item content is fic-
titious so that there is no truly correct answer; the keyed option can
be selected only by applying a particular TW skill. Gibb (1964)
trained college students to recognize seven types of secondary cues in
6multiple-choice items (e.g., resemblance between the stem and the
correct option, absurd options, and the use of specific determiners
such as "always") • The trained students scored significantly higher
than controls on a 70-item history test incorporating the cues.
Slakter, Koehler and Hampton (1970) trained 12th graders in four TW
skills; the trained group scored significantly higher than controls '
on three of the four skills.
Moore, Schutz and Baker (1966) used a different method to direct-
ly measure TW. They trained 8th graders in pacing and guessing strate-
gies appropriate for different testing conditions (speed versus power
tests, penalty for guessing versus no penalty). They used as a depen-
dent measure the number of items attempted on a standardized test
given under four different combinations of speed and penalty instruc-
tions. The trained group did vary its strategy to fit the test condi-
tions, while controls did not. Similarly^ Slakter et al. (1970)
trained a group of 12th graders to "always respond". This group res-
ponded to a significantly greater proportion of fictitious items than
did controls.
It seems fairly clear, then, that older students at least, can be
taught to better utilize cues deliberately included in multiple-choice
tests. A study by Wahlstrom and Boersma (1968), however, suggests that
such training is not particularly helpful for taking normal tests.
Ninth graders were taught test-taking strategies from Millman's outline.
Trained students performed significantly better than controls on a test
7incorporating common multiple-choice-item faults, but on the same test
without the faults there was no treatment group difference. Since
standardized tests typically contain very few of these faults or cues,
the importance of the second category of TW skills in standardized
testing is questionable.
A somewhat different approach to TW training has been employed
with younger children. Three investigators have tried to improve the
standardized test performance of younger students by training them in
TW skills from the first category of the Millman et al. outline
(following instructions, pacing, etc.), and by providing them with
practice on test-like materials. TW skills of the first category
should be more appropriate and useful for standardized tests, while
practice was expected to be helpful to children having limited experi-
ence with the formats of standardized tests. Tinney (1968) trained
high- and low-SES fifth graders on materials adapted from the target
test, the New Developmental Reading Test . As expected, high-SES child-
ren scored higher. However, there was no main effect of the training.
Oakland and Weilert (1971) trained disadvantaged preschool children,
pre- and post testing them on the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test .
Trained children showed only very slightly greater improvement, and
only on certain subtests. Callenbach (1973) gave second graders
training based on the format of the Stanford Reading Test . The experi-
mental group did gain significantly more than controls, but the dif-
ference was actually quite small. Unfortunately, none of these studies
8directly assessed the abilities they sought to train. It cannot be
determined, therefore, whether training failed to raise scores substan-
tially because it was ineffective in teaching the desired skills, or
for some other reasons.
The Problem
More Important, of course, than the question of whether the mean
score of a group can be raised, is whether individual differences in
TW lower the validity of test scores. It may be that only certain
individuals will benefit in terms of score gain from TW training.
Other individuals who are not deficient in W may not benefit, yet the
validity of the test will still be increased. What this suggests is
the need to identify those individuals lacking in TW.
The prececj.ng paragraph contains the implicit assumption that
deficiencies in TW do in fact make a person's test score less valid.
Whether this is a correct assumption is still an open question. The
question may be approached logically in terms of construct validity,
and empirically in terms of criterion validity. Of achievement tests,
it will ordinarily be true that technical skills such as correctly
using an answer sheet, or knowing when it is expedient to guess, are
irrelevant to the construct to be measured (i.e., mastery of a particu-
lar content or curricular area) . To the extent that the lack of such
skills prevents any person from expressing his/her true mastery of the
content tested, the construct validity of the test will be lowered.
9Similarly, if an achievement test affords opportunities to the test-
vise student to infer correct answers through deductive and cue-using
strategies, construct validity will probably suffer. In practice,
this second type of TW is lonlikely to be a threat to the construct
validity of achievement tests, since careful test construction will
usually eliminate secondary cues to the correct responses. The most
practical approach to the validity problem posed by technical TW
skills would seem to be to ensure that all persons to be tested have
the requisite skills, providing skill training where it is needed."*"
How TW affects criterion validity is, of course, an empirical
question. To this writer's knowledge, the question has been addressed
directly in only two studies. The correlation of ability test scores
with teachers' ratings of ability was higher after coaching on the test
for retarded children (Schuchman, I960) and for immigrant children
(Ortar, 1960).
For criterion validity to be increased by TW training, the scores
of different individuals must be increased by different amounts, since
The question of the effect of TW on the construct validity of ability
tests is less straightforward, depending on the theoretical formulation
of the ability to be measured. Difficulty introduced by novel item
formats, for example, may or may not be relevant to the construct of
interest
.
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if all the scores are increased by the same amount, the correlation
with the criterion will remain unchanged. Some evidence, however,
suggests that the effect of training is an additive one; in tv7o
studies, the correlations between pretest and posttest scores were
reduced only very slightly by interposed training (Callenbach, 1973;
Dempster, 1954). However, there are two other possible explanations
for the apparent additive treatment effect. The students in each of
these studies may have been unusually homogeneous in TW before
training; each group was, in fact, quite homogeneous with respect to
educational background. Alternatively, the training provided may not
have been optimally effective for those most deficient in TW, resulting
in smaller gains for them than potentially could be achieved.
The foregoing suggests that if training in T17 is to increase test
score validity, those individuals most deficient in TW must be iden-
tified. It might then be possible to determine reasons for the
deficiency and, most important, to tailor the training procedure so as
to make it optimally effective for that group. A major shortcoming of
TW research to date is that it has not attempted to do this.
In the absence of any data, the obvious suggestion presents
itself that the least test-wise individuals are those who have had
little experience taking standardized tests (primarily young children).
This possibility bears investigation, though some findings on practice
effects suggest that lack of experience may not be a critical factor.
Practice gains on verbal tests are typically fairly small (for example:
Frankel, 1960; Kinnie & Stemlof, 1971; Levine & Angoff, 1958), while
11
gains on non-verbal tests tend to be greater but are probably related
to factors other than developing TW (E. Greene, 1937).
Another population which might plausibly be expected to lack TW
Is the educationally disadvantaged (primarily lower socio-economic
status persons)
. It is known that SES and standardized test perform-
ance are positively related
;
perhaps the poorer performance of low SES
students is partly due to their being less test-wise. Some suppbrt
for this notion is found in Jensen's (1970) citation of evidence that
low-SES children perform relatively more poorly on group intelligence
tests as compared to individual tests, than do middle-SES children.
This suggests that some factors in the group test administration,
possibly related to TW, interfere more with low-SES performance. If
this were true then TW training programs should increase the scores
of low-SES children more than those of middle- and high-SES children.
In fact, though, neither Kinnie and Sternlof (1971) nor Holloway (1954)
found any SES-level difference in gain after training. Tinney (1968)
actually found that low-SES children gained less. However, it may
be that low-SES children are the least test-wise, but that training
programs used to date have not met special needs of this group and
thus have not been effective for them. Tinney, in fact, noted his
subjective impression that the low-SES subjects responded to training
with much less apparent motivation or interest.
Tinney 's remarks and several findings on low-SES test performance
suggest that motivation may be very important to the success of a
12
training program. Eells et al. (1951) analyzed errors made on an IQ
test. Lovj-SES children appeared to have done more "blind" guessing,
and middle-SES children more "educated" guessing. Anastasi (1968) has
noted that observation of children taking tests suggests that lower-
class children' work more rapidly and carelessly. One conclusion that
may be drawn is that low-SES children are less motivated to do well
on tests (although it is also possible that their behavior is the
result of simply knowing less of the tested material) . A working
hypothesis of the present study was that test motivation, in addition
to. directly facilitating success on tests, is a necessary element for
the development of TW. Any training program, then, that is intended
to teach TW, must also increase test motivation if it is to succeed
with disadvantaged children. Zigler and Butterfield (1968) have
advanced the nocion that culturally deprived children are less
motivated to be correct for its own sake, more motivated to seek praise
and attention from adults, and more motivated to seek tangible rewards.
This is in accord with other research showing that the test performance
of retarded and minority group children can be raised significantly by
offering money or tokens for correct responses (Ayllon & Kelly, 1972;
Klugman, 1944) . These findings suggest ways in which past efforts
to equalize TW have not been designed so as to be effective for those
individuals who most lack it. Unless this can be done, it will probably
not be possible to eliminate the invalidating influence of differential
test sophistication.
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Purposes of the Investigation
The purposes of the present study were to develop a program for
training children in test orientation, and to study the effects of
this training on standardized achievement test performance and validity.
Test orientation (TO) is conceived here as consisting both of technical
elements of test-wiseness (facility with tests and answer sheets), and
elements of workstyle and motivation (attending carefully to all in-
structions; guessing wisely; persisting in the face of difficult prob-
lems; working steadily). As discussed in the previous section, the
latter elements are thought to be deficient particularly in lower-SES
children. The training program was intended primarily for use with
lower-SES children, rather than for the general population of school
children. In this respect, the present study differs from past test-
wiseness training studies.
Further, the program was designed so that, if successful, it could
be practically put to use by classroom teachers working with groups of
students
.
It was intended that the skills taught be specific to test-taking
and that training not have any generalized effect on academic perform-
ance. While it is probable that some aspects of TO are general
characteristics which also facilitate academic achievement (e.g., use
of efficient problem-solving strategies, responsiveness to achievement
cues, attentiveness) , the purpose here was to treat those aspects of
TO which are most likely to affect test validity, that is, those skills
14
specific to test-taking.
This study examined fairly gross effects of training. It was not
possible to assess the contributions of isolated conpcnantG of training,
but simply to determine whether test scores and test validity could be
increased by giving training in all the skills expected to be most
beneficial. One reason for taking this approach was that it was
desirable to produce a training program of immediate practical value.
Another reason was that the present study was preliminary; if the
treatment package were successful in raising scores, its component parts
could be evaluated separately in some future research project.
In addition to examining training effects on the test scores,
preliminary analyses were made of effects on several other variables.
These variables, including number of items omitted and number of marking
(i.e., non-content) errors, were examined in an exploratory fashion.
If training were successful in raising scores, any observed differences
between trained and untrained students on these variables might help
illuminate the nature of test orientation.
CHAPTER II
METHOD
Sample
The subjects were the fourth- and fifth-grade students (approxi-
mately 250) in two inner-city elementary schools in Worcester, Massachu-
setts. Most of the students in these schools are from lower-SES
families. Seventy percent of the subjects have families whose self-
reported gross income makes them eligible for the Federal free lunch
program (e.g., less than $8810 for a family of eight).
The training program was designed for fourth- and fifth-graders
because most standardized tests are first administered with separate
answer sheets at that level. Since there is some evidence that child-
ren have difficulty using separate answer sheets, training in their use
at the earliest age was expected to be beneficial.
For those students who had been in the Worcester Schools since
kindergarten, previous testing experience included the Metropolitan
Reading Readiness Test (kindergarten), and the complete Stanford
Achievement Battery and the Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Abilities Test
(in grade 3)
.
After random assignment to the two treatment conditions had been
made, it was found that some of the students assigned to the training
condition would be unable to participate due to one or more of the
following reasons: (a) inability to read at the level required for the
16
practice tests; (b) inability to understand spoken English at the level
required for the instructional portion of training; (c) emotional prob-
lems. Teachers were therefore requested to identify these students
as well as similar individuals in the control group. All such iden-
tified students were then dropped from the study. Eleven training-
group and six control-group subjects were dropped.
Instruments
Standardized test . Two subtests of the California Achievement
Tests (CAT), Level 3 (grades 4-6), 1970 edition, were administered to
all subjects pre- and post-training. The CAT was chosen as being
representative of achievement batteries commonly used in elementary
schools. The Reading Vocabulary and Arithmetic Concepts subtests
were chosen as representing two important subdivisions of the battery,
while requiring only a small amount of testing time (10 and 7 minutes
respectively). Form A was given as the pretest and Form B as the
posttest. Due to prohibitive cost, a Xeroxed fascimile was used in
lieu of the publisher's answer sheet. The fascimile was designed to
resemble a machlne-scorable answer sheet as much as possible (a copy
is presented in Appendix A)
.
The completed answer sheets (without identification as to treat-
ment group) were hand scored by the experimenter and an assistant. The
raw score was the number of items correct, with no correction applied
for guessing. However, items judged by the scorers to be improperly
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marked (e.g., with more than one option marked, or a mark barely dark
enough to be seen) were considered incorrect. The goal of the proced-
ure was to imitate the scoring of an optical-scanning device. It was
assumed that if poor answer-sheet-marking skills hamper test perform-
ance, it is at least partly because correctly answered but improperly
marked items are discounted by the scoring machine. It was therefore
necessary in order to assess the effect of TO training on this par-
ticular problem, to try to make machine-like scoring decisions. This
meant that some items were scored wrong even though the apparent
intended option was correct. For example, if two options were marked
and one crossed out, the item was scored wrong even if the remaining
marked option was the correct one.
Criterion measure . Each teacher rank-ordered his or her students
on the basis of achievement in two areas: Reading/Language and Arith-
metic. (A copy of the rating form used by the teachers is included as
Appendix B) . Class rank in Reading/Language and class rank in Arith-
metic were obtained to use as criterion measures to assess the criterion
validity of the Vocabulary and Arithmetic Concepts subtest scores
respectively.
While a criterion-referenced measure of achievement would have
been best for our purposes, the difficulty of asking teachers to make
valid judgements of achievement on an absolute scale was considered too
great. In asking for such judgements, the danger would be that the
resulting ratings would be an unspecified mixture of criterion- and
norm-referenced ratings, where neither the criterion nor the norm
group were known. It was decided, therefore, to ask for a normative
judgement based on a clearly specified (and highly familiar) norm
group, and to treat the obtained measures as such.
Socio-Economic Status measure
. Seventy percent of the students
in the study get their school lunches free through a federal poverty
program. Participation versus non-participation in the free lunch .
program was used as a dichotomous measure of SES. Eligibility for the
program is based on self-reported gross annual income. Some repre-
sentative cut-offs are $5640 (for a family of four)
,
$7310 (family of
six), $8810 (family of eight), $10,190 (family of ten). Since partici-
pation was voluntary, and based on self-report, it was probably not
entirely valid as an SES indicator. Another limitation of this measure
was that the SES of non-participants was not known. In these cases,
the assumption made was that the individuals were not in the low SES
group.
Procedure
A pretest-posttest control group design was employed, with half
of the students in each class randomly assigned to each of the two
treatments.
Pretesting was conducted during the last two weeks of March.
Training was conducted during the first, second, and fourth weeks of
April (the third week was the spring vacation). Posttesting and col-
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lection of achievement ranks was done during the third week of May.
The CAT subtests were administered to all students in each class
by the regular teacher. Scheduling of the test within the one or two
week period was left to the individual teacher.
The training materials were packaged as two sessions, but each
session had a natural breaking point such that training could be
conducted in two, three or four sessions. The teachers were allowed
to schedule the sessions at their convenience over a three-week period,
but were asked to try to space the sessions as evenly as possible and
to make each session approximately 40 minutes in length. All of the
training teachers covered the material in either two or three sessions,
and total training time varied from about 2 1/2 to 3 hours.
In the first school, classes containing fourth, fifth and sixth
graders are grouped into two multi-age family units, with four classes
per unit. One teacher from each unit was asked by the principal to
conduct the training of the experimental-group fourth- and fifth-
graders in that unit. Half the students in each class were randomly
selected for training. The two training groups consisted of 24 and
21 students. Training sessions were conducted in the school's science
room, while control students went about their normal routine under the
supervision of the remaining unit teachers.
The second school has two units containing fourth- and fifth-grade
classes. One unit consists of three fourth grades and one mixed fourth-
fifth grade. Two of the four teachers volunteered to conduct training
20
for the unit. Half of each class was randomly assigned to receive
training. Each trainer trained her own students and those of one
other teacher. These tv70 training groups had 19 and 20 students.
The second unit has one very large fifth grade and a large mixed
fourth-fifth-sixth grade, each group having two teachers. One teacher
from each group volunteered to train the half of her or his students
assigned to training; the training groups consisted of 29 and 16
students. In both units at this school, training was conducted during
the early morning reading period. The training session was held in
one area of the unit's space, while the control group students had
their normal reading period in another part of the space.
Treatment
Copies of uhe actual training materials are presented in Appen-
dix C. The training teachers used the written materials as the basis
for oral instructions over each topic. Teachers were permitted some
flexibility in adapting the training material for their own classes and
personal teaching style, but were asked to make notes of any modifica-
tions made.
After the oral instruction on each segment, a short practice test
was given. Each test was scored immediately and discussed, with the
discussion focusing on the elements just covered in the instruction.
Elements of TO included in training are listed below:
1. The purpose of testing. This section involved a brief
21
explanation Intended to help raise test motivation.
No practice test was given with this section.
2. Correct marking of answer sheets. Instruction covered
the most common marking errors as well as the reason
for having to mark carefully.
3. Paying attention to and following instructions. The
objective of this section was to counter the observed
tendency of lower-SES children to mark items carelessly,
before processing all the information needed to answer
correctly.
4. Pacing and careful use of time. The section was also
designed to counter too-rapid, careless work styles.
5. Guessing strategy. On the practice test for this
section, the child received a peanut or several small
candies for each correct answer. This was the tangible
reward intended to foster test motivation.
The rationale for the choice of elements included in training has
been discussed above and in the introductory chapter. The rationale
underlying the instructional method is primarily practical, but also
has some basis in the literature. The practical considerations are
those of time, cost, and acceptability to school personnel. These
require that training be suitable for groups rather than require
individual administration. Freedom to modify the instruction was
built-in to make the procedure more acceptable to teachers, even though
22
some control over the procedure was thus sacrificed. It was decided
that a procedure that is to be implemented by teachers must be potent
enough that its effects are not swamped by individual trainer effects.
This, rather than rigorous experimental control, was the goal in
designing the procedure.
One of the primary objectives of training was to get the children
to use a careful, thorough, reflective work style. Some of the research
on modification of conceptual tempo was drawn upon in developing train-
ing for this objective. Heider (1971) has given a definition of con-
ceptual tempo as the extent to which a subject tends to pause before
answering in problem-solving tasks. It is not logically identical with
the application of careful problem-solving strategies, however it does
tend to correlate highly with errors on a number of experimental
tasks. One approach to modifying impulsive conceptual tempo (Kagan,
Pearson, & Welch, 1966) has been to train children by enforcing a
period of delay before responding to the problem is permitted. Typi-
cally, this approach is effective in increasing response latency, but
not in decreasing errors. Therefore, this method was not considered
for the present study. Meichenbaum (1971) found that training children
to covertly verbalize instructions was successful both in increasing
response latency and in reducing errors. Covert verbalization was incor-
porated in the present study. Finally, Heider (1971) compared the
effectiveness of three training procedures in modifying the impulsive tem-
po of middle- and lower-class nine-year-old boys. For lower-class
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boys, the procedure most effective in lengthening latency and reducing
errors (on a sentence construction task) was task strategy instruction.
The instructed strategy was "not to say his sentence aloud until he
had ... been able to say it to himself." This was more effective than
forced-delay training or offering tangible rewards. For the middle-
class boys, on the other hand, all procedures were about equally
effective. In the present study, an attempt was made to provide
instruction on strategies for approaching tests and test items, although
of course the problems and strategies are considerably more complex in
this case, and it cannot be assumed that the same procedure will neces-
sarily be effective for complex tasks.
The rationale for the stress on practice is based on Wiseman's
(1954) finding that coaching without practice resulted in only slightly
greater improve„ient than the control groups', while coaching combined
with practice resulted in significant gain.
The content of the four practice tests was chosen with the goal of
producing quite easy items. Language and content selection were
guided by a-"-'.'r:'^-"-'on of second, third and fourth grade textbooks.
Practice Test 1 consisted of very straightforward items and was
intended simply as a vehicle for practicing marking answer sheets.
Practice Test 2 was designed to illustrate the necessity of paying
attention to and following instructions. It consisted of a variety of
items with unusual or complicated instructions. After each set of two
or three items, the correct answers were given and the instructions for
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the set reviewed.
Practice Test 3 had two ohjectives. First, in order to encourage
skipping over hard items and returning to them later, it was attempted
(in a rational manner) to arrange items so that difficult and easy-
items alternated with each other. The second objective was to
encourage use of the full amount of time allowed for a test, and to
this end the test was given with what was hoped to be a liberal time
limit. Virtually all the children did finish this practice test; however
it is not known whether they utilized all the allowed time to do so.
Practice Test h had the same objectives as Practice Test 3, and
the additional one of encouraging guessing with partial knowledge.
However, it was not considered desirable to encourage guessing by
writing items with "absurd options," since Wahlstrom and Boersma (I968)
showed that le.''rning to guess on tests containing absurd options did
not impro/e performance on well-constructed tests. Instead, it was
attempted to encourage guessing by using fairly difficult items.
Again, item difficulty was rationally judged rather than empirically-
determined.
CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Attrition
Of 114 and 117 subjects assigned to the training and control
groups respectively, 106 and 114 were given the pretest. This was the
most complete set of scores obtained and was assumed to be an unbiased
indicant of overall group performance. The pretest raw score means
of those subjects with complete data (i.e., having both pretest and
posttest scores) were identical to those of the total group (with the
one exception that the Vocabulary Test scores of the control subjects
differed by 0.1 raw score points on a 40-point test). It was con-
sidered desirable to have pre- and posttest scores from the same
subjects, and since there appeared to have been no selective attrition,
only those subjects with complete data were included in subsequent
analyses. There were 96 such subjects in the training group and 93 in
the control group.
Non-Equivalence of Treatment Groups
In spite of random assignment within classes to treatment condi-
tion, the training group pretest raw score means were significantly
higher than the control group means (2.9 points on the Vocabulary sub-
test and 1.8 points on the Arithmetic subtest). For this reason,
analysis of covariance with pretest score as the covariate was used to
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assess training effectiveness.
Examination of treatment group composition (see Table 2) revealed
that, relative to the training group, the control group had slightly
more fourth-graders, boys, and low-SES children. This imbalance might
have been expected to contribute to the differences in group means.
Inspection of the pretest grade-equivalent score means in Table 2,
however, shows that the initial superiority of the training group
persists within grades and SES categories.
Achievement Test Score Gains
After administration of the posttest, it was discovered that the
pretest and posttest forms of the CAT (Forms A and B, respectively)
were sufficiently non-parallel to make the comparison of raw scores
undesirable (the means in the norms tables differed by nearly five
points). Therefore, raw scores were converted to grade equivalency
(GE) scores. This resulted in the loss of the Arithmetic Concepts
score as a dependent measure, since a separate GE conversion table was
not available for that subtest.
Table 1 gives pre- and posttest Vocabulary GE means and mean GE
gain for the two treatment groups . Mean control group GE gain was
almost significantly greater than training group gain (2-tailed p=.053).
Since both groups were below the mean of a hypothetical comparable
sample from the standardization population (a representative sample
consisting of one-half fourth and one-half fifth graders would be
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Table 1
Mean CAT Vocabulary Grade Equivalent Scores
Test
Administration
Treatment Group
a b
Training Control
Pretest 4.44 (1.84)^ 3.84 (1.75)
Posttest 4.76 (1.75) 4.45 (1.59)
Gain + .32 (1.07) + .60 ( .94)
(posttest minus
pretest)
V96
Values in parentheses are standard deviations.
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expected to have a mean GE of 5.2 in March and 5.U in May), some gain
due to regression toward the mean was expected in both groups. Both
groups did in fact gain more than the 0.2 GE points which would "be
predicted due to growth alone over a two-month period; the excess gain
prohably represents the expected regression.
The results of analysis of covariance were interpreted as suggest-
ing that the greater mean gain of the control group was primarily a
regression artifact as well. The effect of training on posttest score
,
after removing the variance associated with pretest score, was not
significant, F(l,l86)=1.25, £^>.10. (An initial regression solution
showed that the Treatment x Pretest interaction was non-significant,
F^(l,l85)=.OU9; hence, in the subsequent solution interaction variance
was pooled with error variance.
)
One of the concerns of this study was tailoring a training prograjr.
to the capacities of those students most deficient in test-taking
skills. It was hypothesized specifically that lower-SES children would
benefit most from the training program. Therefore, CAT GE score gain
was examined separately in two SES categories, as well as in extreme
high- and low-scoring groups on the pretest, in special and regular
education students, and in several other subject categories (these
data are presented in Table 2). Although the overall analyses sug-
gested there was no training effect, these subgroup comparisons were
made to determine whether there was some training effect within sub-
groups that was not apparent in the analysis of the overall effect.
Examination of Table 2 reveals few results which are not most
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Table 2
Mean CAT Vocabulary Grad e Equivalent Scores by
Treatment Group and Subjec t Classification Variabl
Classification Level of
Variable Classification
Variable
Treatment Group
Training Control
Pretest
Score
Highest
Pretest 7.24 (13)^ 6.72 (13)
Posttest 7.04 6.58
Gain - .20 - .14
Lowest
Pretest 1.50 (13) 1.39 (13)
I: CSC Lest ^ . DO 2. 48
Gain +1.16 +1.09
Soclo-
Economic
Status
Free Lunch Recipients
Pretest 4.03 (66) 3.50 (67)
Posttest 4.55 4.06
Gain + .52 + .56
Non-Recipients
Pretest 5.34 (30) 4.74 (26)
Posttest 5.23 5.45
Gain - .11 + .71
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Table 2 (continued)
Variable Classification
Variable
Treatment
Training
Group
Control
Special
Education Special Education
Status
Pretest 3.05 (8) 3.07 (8)
Posttest 3.05 3.79
Gain 0 + .72
Regular Education
Pretest 4.57 (88) 3.92 (85)
Posttest 4.92 4.51
Gain + .35 + .59
Grade Fourth
Pretest 3.84 (38) 3.21 (42)
Posttest 4.27 3.79
Gain + .43 + .58
Fifth
Pretest 4.84 (58) 4.37 (51)
Posttest 5.08 4.99
Gain + .24 + .62
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Table 2 (continued)
Classification Level of
Variable Classification
V di. -1-d L> -L
C
Treatment Group
School School 1
Pretest 4.53 (39) 4.69 (30)
Posttest 4.53 4.98
Gain 0 + .29
School 2
Pretest 4.37 (57) 3.44 (63)
Posttest 4.92 4.20
Gain + .55 + .76
Values in parentheses are subgroup ns.
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easily interpreted as regression effects; and with only one exception,
those results that are inconsistent with the regression explanation
suggest a detrimental effect of training. Negative results were
obtained for training-group subjects in: (a) the non-recipient SES
category (i.e., not lower class) ;(b) the special education category
(but note the very small ns) ; and(c) School 1. In these subgroups the
expected upward regression did not occur. The one positive result
(initially low-scoring trained students gained .05 GE points more than
initially-low control students, in spite of having a slightly higher
initial mean score) is far too small to be of practical significance.
Pretest-Posttest Correlation
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients of pretest
with posttest GE scores were computed for each treatment group. The
values of _r obtained were .82 and .84 in the training and control
groups respectively. A substantially lower _r in the training group
would have signalled the possible presence of a Subject x Treatment
interaction. The virtually identical coefficients, together with the
failure to find either overall or subgroup training effects, suggest
there was no effect of training for any group or individual.
Validity
In light of the absence of training effects, either additive or
non-additive, no pretest to posttest change in the criterion validity
of the Vocabulary test was expected. Validity was assessed as
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the correlation between Vocabulary GE score and class rank in reading/
language (provided by each classroom teacher)
.
As there was marked variation in ability level (as reflected in
CAT scores) among classes, rank in class could not be considered
comparable across classes. Therefore, correlation coefficients were
computed separately for the training-group and control-group students
with in each class. In addition, when a single class contained both
fourth and fifth graders, ranks were obtained and correlations computed
within grades within classes. This was done to avoid spurious infla-
tion of the correlation coefficient by expansion of the range of either
variable. It should be noted, however, that when one of the variables
Is rank, the Pearson coefficient is strongly influenced by the size of
the group (since the variance of a set of ranks is determined by ii)
.
The classes in this study were of different sizes, but since the object
was to compare correlations of the training and control groups, and
since an equal number of students in each class was assigned to each
group, it was assumed that the degree of spuriousness would be equal
for the training and control portions of each class. Thus, the coef-
ficients obtained within each class may be validly compared, but should
not be given an absolute interpretation.
The class validity coefficients were averaged using Fisher's -Z
transformation (Table 3) . The standard errors given in Table 3 are
only approximate, being based on a sampling distribution for large
samples (Olkin, 1967). The sampling distribution of r (average) for
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Table 3
Class Validity Coefficients
(Correlation of CAT Vocabulary Scores with Class Ranks
in Reading/Language)
Treatment Group Average r^ Lowest r_ Highest r^
Training^
Pretest .617 .107 -.72 .96
Posttest .520 .116 -.68 .95
Control^
Pretest .564 .106 -.70 .89
Posttest .618 .101 -.27 .89
thirteen class groups with ns between 4 and 20.
'Twelve class groups with _ns between 5 and 22.
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small samples is unknown. However, the wide range of class rs ob-
tained, together with the approximated standard errors, suggest that
the treatment-group differences in pretest and posttest average
validities are unlikely to be significant.
There is apparently no available statistical test for the dif-
ference between pre- and posttest validity coefficients within treat-
ment groups. Some statistical texts and papers (e.g., Hendrickson,
Stanley, & Hills, 1970) have proposed tests for null hypotheses of the
form P2^2~Pl3 sample) , but these are not appropriate when the
estimates of p are averaged r^s. Even if statistically reliable, how-
ever, the obtained differences would be too small to be of practical
significance.
Reliability
The effect of training on the reliability of CAT scores was
evaluated by comparing pretest and posttest reliabilities in each
treatment group. Reliability, estimated as the correlation between
odd- and even-half scores corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula, was
virtually unchanged in either group. Pretest and posttest reliabili-
ties, in that order, were .93 and ,89 for the training group, and .89
and ,91 for the control group,
A split-half reliability estimate is not strictly appropriate
here, since the tests are to some extent speeded. This is less a
problem for the posttest than the pretest, since the posttest seems to
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have been about equally speeded for both groups (mean numbers of items
pmitted were 4.1A and 4.83, out of 40 items, for the training and
gpi)trol groups respectively)
. So although the £s might be scnevjhat
inflated they should still be comparable across groups. On the pre-
test, however, the mean numbers of items omitted were 3.76 (training)
gnd 6,00 (control), Thus, the pretest reliability coefficient obtained
in the control group may be spuriously inflated to a greater degree
than in the training group.
Test Orientation Variables
T^ble 4 shows pretest and posttest means of two variables
examined in order to further evaluate the effect of training. Answer
sheet marking errors include: incomplete erasures, more than one
option per item marked, and marks too light to be picked up by an
pptieal scanning machine (as judged by the experimenter). Since a
portion of training focused directly on correct answer sheet marking,
this measure was expected to serve as a check on the effectiveness of
this training as well as to help show whether answer-sheet-marking
skills are related to test performance and/or validity. Similarly,
part of the training focused on working steadily throughout the
allotted time; thus the number of items omitted was expected to
y-efject the effectiveness of this portion of training, as well as
the relation of this skill to test performance.
Inspection of Table 4 suggests that training was not effective in
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Table 4
Means of Test Orientation Variables at
Pretest and Pcsttcct
Variable Treatment Group
Training Control
Number of Answer Sheet
Marking Errors
Pretest .104 (.747)^ .204 (.543)
Posttest .292 (1.065) .409 (•875)
Number of Items
Omitted
Pretest 3.76 (7.07) 6.00 (8.73)
Posttest 4.14 (7.07) 4.83 (6.92)
Values in parentheses are standard deviations.
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either of these areas. Both treatment groups made more marking errors
on the posttest than on the pretest; and while the controls omitted
fevjer items on the posttest, the trained group omitted more.
CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
Summary of Major Results
Contrary to expectation, no effect of training was found. Every
effort was made to explore the data for possible relationships. Mean
achievement score gain was examined in the total sample as well as in
special subgroups such as high and low scorers on the pretest, middle
and low SES, fourth and fifth graders, and regular and special educa-
tion students. In addition, analysis of covariance was done on post-
test scores using pretest score as a covariate. Both the reliability
and validity of achievement test scores were considered as dependent
variables. Finally, TO variables such as number of marking errors and
number of items marked were considered. In each analysis, there was
essentially no difference between the trained and untrained students.
Conclusions
There are several possible interpretations of these negative
results. The first, obviously, is that TO deficiency is not a source
of invalidity for standardized achievement tests for this population.
The plausibility of this interpretation will be most easily discussed
in conjunction with two other possibilities.
The second interpretation is that TO deficiency is a source of
test invalidity, but that the present study did not focus training
efforts on the most important aspects of TO. In particular, this
study ignored fear and test anxiety. The scope of the training program
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was limited by practicality, and test anxiety was not expected to be
high in a population that was expected to be lacking in test motiva-
tion. However, anxiety may actually be an important aspect of TO.
Motivation is another aspect of TO which may not have been treated
adequately in this study. The present study treated test motivation
in a restricted manner, by trying to (a) provide incentives for
correct answers in the form of tangible rewards, and (b) foster an
appreciation of the importance of doing well on tests. Motivation
might also be construed much more broadly, however, as for example, a'
general approach to situations (including tests) as problem-solving
situations. Some researchers (e.g., Cohen, 1971) have suggested that
lower-SES children do not have an analytic cognitive style, which means
that they do not abstract information from stimulus input in an analytic
fashion. Such a style might be very important to successful perform-
ance on a typical standardized achievement test. Moreover, test
motivation could be very broadly conceptualized as embracing such a
cognitive style or approach. This casts the problem of teaching test
motivation as a problem of teaching a very generalized problem-solving
approach, rather than the simple incentive-providing problem treated in
this study.
The TO measures included in the study provide a way of looking at
whether the trained elements of TO were important to test validity, or
whether other elements might have been more important. Given the
obtained results, if TO as reflected in these two measures had increase.d
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due to training, it would have suggested that answer-sheet marking and
number of items marked are unimportant to test validity. However, TO
as measured did not Improve, so this conclusion cannot he drawn.
Instead, a third interpretation is suggested: the important
aspects of TO may or may not have been treated here; the implementa-
tion of training was not adequate to teach the skills it was intended
to teach, and thus no conclusions may be drawn about their importance.
Other support for the "inadequate treatment" interpretation comes from
the comments of teachers who carried out the training. They stated
that students had much difficulty concentrating on the material and
paying attention to instructions; they also felt that the sessions were
too long and covered too much material. One teacher felt that the
students had rote-learned the content of the sessions but were not
able to apply it (this seems to suggest that more practice tests
would be valuable). The same teacher stated that the students, even
after training, worked on standardized tests in a manner seemingly
reflective of low motivation; that is, they wasted large amounts of
testing time doing things other than working on the test. This last
is also in accord with the failure of training to result in more items
completed. Further, the limitation imposed by cost on the type of
tangible rewards that could be given was, from the outset, expected
to restrict the possible effectiveness of that component of motivation
training. Finally, the present study was a pilot study in the sense
that the training materials were untested prior to this time. Although
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training vocabulary and practice-test questions were intended to be
appropriate for the third-grade level, several of the training teachers
said the material was too difficult for their students.
In conclusion, then, in light of the inadequacies of the training
program as implemented, the present study has not demonstrated by its
negative results that TO is not a source of test invalidity. The most
plausible interpretation seems to be a combination of inadequate design
and implementation of training, and inadequate scope of the treatment
of test motivation.
Suggestions for Future Research
Future TO training studies might be more successful in teaching
the skills treated by this study if more and shorter sessions were
given involving more practice tests, and offering tangible rewards for
performance in an extended series of tests in which rewards would
eventually be "faded out." It must be noted, however, that any study
which purports to develop a practical training program will necessarily
be constrained in the expenditure of time, money and materials, and
that it may not be possible to teach TO skills within those constraints
(even though given optimal conditions it might be quite possible)
.
Another future study should attempt to broaden the conceptualiza-
tion of test motivation, as suggested in this chapter, and to find other
methods for increasing motivation. One approach that could be tried is
structured group discussion in which the discussion leader tries to
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facilitate the development of group standards for good test performance.
A weakness of the present study which should be corrected in any
future study was not using the publisher's answer sheet. Using a
fascimile of the answer sheet could be argued to limit the generaliz-
ability of any obtained result.
Another desirable change would be to ensure that the difficulty
level of training materials was appropriate by preparing them in
collaboration with the teacher of the target students. Selection of
vocabulary and practice-test content could be guided by examination of
school materials actually used by the students.
A final suggestion is that more TO measures need to be developed.
If time and resources permitted, valuable data might be obtained by:
(a)interviewing children, especially about whether they feel it is
important to do well on tests, whether their friends, parents,
teachers feel it is important, how they feel and what they think about
while taking tests, etc.; and (b)observational study of children's
test- taking behavior. The present study shared with previous studies
the weakness of trying to teach test orientation before adequately
exploring what it is.
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APPENDIX A
Fascimile of Machine-Scorable
Answer Sheet for Pretest and Posttest
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CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEIIHNT TEST NATE ^^^'^ First Middle
LEVEL 3 GRADES 4-5-5 SCHOOL
DATE OF TEST
Year Month Day
PUPIL'S AGE
Years Months
BOY GIRL
(Circle One)
GRADE TEAQIER OR CLASS
VOCABULARY 1;
.12 3 4
0 '0 0 0
•7 12 3 4
7. 0 0 0 0
Sample item
A.
12 3 4
0 0 0 6
Sample Item
n 6 7 8 9
B. 0 0 0 0
O 6 7
2. 0 0
8 9
0 0
O 12 3 4
3. 0 0 0 0
. 6 7 8 9
4. 0 0 0 0
c 12 3 4
5. 0 0 0 0
c 6 7 8 9
6. 0 0 0 0
O 6 7 8 9
8. 0 0 0 0
n 12 3 4
9. 0 0 0 0
10. 8 5 8 8
A A 12-34
11. 0 0 0 0
Af) 6789
12. 0 0 0 0
13.
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0 20. 6
7
0 a
9
0 27. i
2
0 as 34.
6
0 I
8 9
0 0
14.
6
0
7
0
8
0
0
6 21.
1
0
2
0 a
4
0 28.
6
0
7
0 a§ 35. 10 20 §s
15.
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0 22.
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 29.
1
0
2
0
3 4
0 0 36.
6
0
7
0
8 9
0 0
16.
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 23.
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0 30.
6
0
7
0
8 9
0 0 37.
1
0
2
0
3 4
0 0
17.
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0 24.
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 31.
1
0
2
0
3 4
0 0 33.
6
0
7
0
8 9
0 0
18.
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 25.
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0 32.
6
0
7
0
8 9
0 0 39.
1
0
2
0
3 4
0 0
19.
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0 26.
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 33.
1
0
2
0
3 4
0 0 40.
6
0
7
0
8 9
0 0
CONCEPTS
Sample Items
. ABC D E
A. 0 0 0 0 0
Sample hems
p, F G H J K
B. 0 0 0 0 0
1. 0 8 0 6 5
r. A B C D F
2. 0 0 0 0 0
_ F G H J K
3. 0 0 0 0 0
11.
1 2 3 4 5
0 0 0 0 0
A B C D E
12.
A B c D E
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
F G H J K
13;
1 2 3 4 5
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A B c D E A B c D E
0 0 0 0 0 14; 0 U 0 0 0
F G H J K
15.
1 2 3 4 5
0 0 0 0 0 0 C 0 0 0
A P r D E
16^
A B c D E
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 2 3 4 5
17.
F G H J K
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A B c D E
.is!
1 2 3 L 5
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
irv A B C D E
19. 0 0 0 0 0
on' 1 2 3 4 5
20. 0 0 0 0 0
OH " A B C D E
21. 0 0 0 0 0
00' F G H J K
22. 0 0 0 0 0
00 A E C D E
23. 0 0 0 0 0
24. 5 8 ft 6 I
or ABC D E
2o. 0 0 0 0 0
APPENDIX B
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Student Achievement Rating Form
Instructions
As part of the Test Orientation Training study, we would like you to provide
us with an assessment of the class standing of each of your students in
the areas of Reedir.q'-^ Lancruaoe , and Arithmetic . This assessment should be
based upon your cbservaticn and interaction with the students. Your
assessments represent an important element in evaluating the success of the
training program, so we hope you will complete this (rather tedious) task
as carefully as possiblel
Specifically, we would like you to rank order your students from lov;est to
highest in terms of their masteiry of material for their own grade level.
If you have both fourth and fifth graders in your class, ranks should be
determined separately within each grade and should be based upon mastery of
the material for that grade level. (Sixth graders should not be included in
the ranking procedure.
)
The lowest student in each grade should be given a rank of
_1, with higher
ranks reflecting higher class standing. If it is im.possible to distinguish
between the achievement levels of two or more students, they may be given
the sam.e rank. Please record students' ranks in the appropriate column
on the at'tactied class roster, '.v'hen you have ccrpleted the ranking in the
area of Reading & Language, please repeat the -procedure for the area of
Arithr.etic.
Thiank you very much for your very valuable help.
\APPENDIX C
Training Materials:
1. Teacher's instruction manual. Session 1
2. Answer sheet for Practice Tests 1 and 2
3. Practice Test 1
4. Practice Test 2
5. Teacher's instruction manual, Session 2
6. Answer sheet for Practice Tests 3 and 4
7. Practice Test 3
8. Practice Test 4
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Session 1.
Approximate time: ''>0 minutes.
Topics: 1) Purpose of testing
2) Using ins'.ver sheets
3) Importance of following instructions
General outline of session: Introduction.
Topic 1. iipief comments by tencher;
ansv/er questions.
Topic 2. Instruction on general
principles of using
,
machine-readable an£v;er
sheets; blackboard demon-
Btrations of marking;
practice t6st.
Topic 3. Instruction; practice
exercises.
General inst'ructionr! for. teachers :
i.5ost of the instruction in this session has been written
ouf. verbatim in this manual (qll verbatim material is indented).
It is not necr:ess=>ry that you stick to the printed text '.vord-
for-v/ord if this is not comfortable for you. The text is
intended to indicate the substance of the instruction. If
you do not use ny v/ording, please try to cover the points I
have made.
At all times during this session, except while a practice
item is actually being done, you ^.re encou''aged to answer
questions, give special procedural help, -^nd, most inpcrtrmt,
to continually ch^ck students' answer 'Sheets and gi"e feedback
on the correctnc^G of their narking, i'lease feel free i,o
expand the instruction or discussion at any point v.here
students have difficulty.
Finally, if you h-^.ve any comments or suggested chan.jies
for the training materials, please v/rite any comments you
wish to make in this booklet.
Specific instructions and procedure:
I. Introd'.'.ctory statement
Let me explain to you v.hat we will be doing in hero
today an:i on the other t .o days that we will mr-et.
All of you h=ve t---ken achiovenont tests before, right'.'
Those of you .ho were at
_
( .-^ci.oo l) for the third
gr .de took the .>tanf -jrci .cnicvement Vests then.
rt'hit you will be doing in here is learning some ways
that'°"can io better on ichievemnnt ti-!Sts. 'fhe first
thing we'll do is talk aboux.why you are given thoje
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tests and what they are used for. Ohen I'm going to tell
you about Rome things you can do to get the best score
you can. You'll get a chance to practice the taings I
tell you about on sone short practice tests, which
should be fun to take.
We v/on '
t
be studying the subjects that are on the tests,
such as vocabulary and arithmetic. It's up to you
to learn those things in school. The things we v.-ill talk
about have to do with knowing how to tTke a test so
that you crni shov. everything you do knov. about your
school subjects.
?or example, do you think .'ou know how to giioss on a
test.-" jjid you ever think ibout there being a right
way to guess? You '11 be learning about guessing.
Another thing v.e'll talk about is using ans..er sheets.
Ihese separate ans..er sheets, which ^.re made for
computers to read, can be rathei' confusing for people.
T.e'll talk about hov/ to avoid making mistakes when
marking them, and you'll get to practice marking a
number of t'lem.
Y/a'll also talk about getting neri'ous when you're
tfefing a test. Wot everyone gets nervo is when they take
a test, but many people and neing .er ous or scared
can keep you from c'oing as v;ell =a you could. So ..e'll
talk r>bout why we get nervous about tests, and try
to find some ways to help you not to be nervous .
Thf-?» are sone of the ching.^ you will learn about in
our three meetings. iVhat I hope v.ill happen by the
end is that you .-.ill knov; how to take test.-, well, and
that you v.-ili reel good abou;, tests and enjoy taking
t.em. Then you will be able to do your very best.
(Go on to the next page.)
II. Purpose of testing
(Rather than wiite out verbatim what you should say to the students, I
have simply listed the points I would Like you to cover in a very
brief discussion. This portion of the session should not take more than
five minutes. The purpose of this discussion is convince the students that
tests are important, even though they will probably not see their scores.)
Points of discussion:
X). Tests show how much you have learned. They show your teachers whether
you need special help, or should be in a different class. Test scores
help your school to give you the kind of teacliing that is best for you.
2) Tests also show how good a job your school is doing. People in our
state, and city governments are interested in your test scores to see how
veil this school is teaching students, as compared to otlier schools in
Worcester and in Massachusetts. (They don't look at anybody's actual test
or know how any particular student has done, but they see all the scores
of the school reported as a group.)
3) Knowing how good a job it is doing helps your school to know
vhether it should change anything in the way you are being taught.
For example, if all the students in a school scored very high in voca-,
bulary and rather low in arithmetic, the school night decide to spend
less time teaching vocabulary and more tise on arithmetic.
4) Students usually don't get their test p.ipars back or find out their
test scores on achievenient tests. For this reason is sometimes easy
for them to think the tests don't count for anything. They should be
sware though, that their test scores are used in making important
decisions about their education. In order for these decisions to be made
vlsely, the test must show the very best work of each student.
One of the tricks of being a good test t'.ker is knowing how to
mark answer sheets in the correct way.. There are many different
types of answer slicecs; you have probably already seen one or two
different ones. Even though these types of answer sheets are
different in some eays, they are basically alike in the way they
are used
.
(Hold up one of the pink-printed answer sheets for demonstration.)
This ansv.'er sheet is cade to be read by a machine. So are almost
all the answer sheets you will u^e when you take achievement tests
In school from now on. Mien you have marked your answers on this
III. Answer Sheets
(Read to students:)
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sheet, your test can be corrected by a machine without a person
ever having to look at it. This saves a great deal of time. The
achievement tests you take in scliool are sent to a coapany
whose business is testing students. Your filled-out answer sheets
are scored by machines which can correct the papers much faster
and aorc accurately than any person could do it. The machine is
much faster than a person, but unfortunately, unlike a person,
the cachine cannot look at your paper to try to figure out which
answer you really meant to mark if you made a marking error.
All machine-readable answer sheets, though they look different,
are basically the same. The answer to a question is marked by
blackening in a space with your pencil. The spaces to be filled
in look somewhat different on different answer sheets, but the
basic Idea is always the same.
The answer sheet that I am holding, and which you will practice
with in a few minutes, has answer spaces that look like this:
(Draw on blackboard:)
1 2 3 A 5
On this sheet you mark an answer by completely filling in one of
the little rectangles.
(Demonstrate.)
Some answer sheets have answer spaces like these:
(Draw on board :
)
12 3 4 5OOOOO
Here the answer choices are circles, and you answer by filling
in one of the circles.
(Demonstrate.
)
Here Is another type of answer space you sometimes see. Can you
tell how you would mark your answer here?
(Draw on board and demonstrate marking procedure.)
n A A12 3 4 5
V <J u y 0
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Sometimes the answer choices will go up and down instead of
across:
(Draw on board and demonstrate marking:)
CI a
C23
C3J
C4:i
C53
Sometimes instead of numbers the choices will have letters:
(Draw and demonstrate:)
A B C D E
ooooo
Sometimes there will be more or less than five choices. But, as
you see, the basic idea of blackening in a space is always the same;
Now, because these marks are being road by a machine and not by
a person, you must be very careful to make your marks correctly.
This is what 1 mean by marking correctly:
1) Mark only one answer space.
2) Vl.a Lever the shape of the answer space, fill in that space
cuDipletcly .
3)Hake your mark dark .
4) Don't make any marks outside of the answer space.
5) Use only a pencil. Usually the correct kind of pencil will be
given to you. If you write in pen, the machine vill not be able
to read your marks.
The reason you must be so careful to mark your answers exactly
right is that the machine cannot' tell the difference between a
wrong answer, and'one that is rlj;ht but has a mistake in marking.
Any answer that has a marking mistake (like accidentally marking
two spaces) is counted wrong.
(Pass out one pink answer sheet to each child.)
Let's get some practice marking a real answer sheet. We'll start
by filling in the identification bcxes, because they use answer
spaces too. This is how the scoring machine reads your name,
since it cannot read printing.
(Show how to turn the answer sheet so the name grid is at the top. Have thera
locate the places for last and first names; have them print this information.
Have them blacken in the correct spaces under the letters of their na;?.es.
Demonstrate this on the board if neccessary. As they fill In the name spaces,
walk around checking for accuracy of marking. Take plenty of time and
insist on accuracy.)
(When they are well along, say:)
Did anyone make a mistake and fill in a wrong letter space?
When you make a mistake, or want to change your answer, be sure
you erase your old answer completely . If there is any pencil
left on the old answer, t!ie machine
-.ay read it and think you
have marked two answers, and will count your answer wrong.
Now find the place below the name box where it says GRADE.
(Instruct them on filling in the spaces for GRADE, BIRTIIDATE, and SEX.
Again, walk around and make sure marking is accurate. )
Now turn your answer sheet so that the name box Is at the top.
Whenever you are given an answer sheet to use, look over the
whole sheet carefully before you begin the test. See how the
answer spaces are arranged on the page. Notice the numbering.
This will help you to keep your place on the page wlien you
begin taking the test.
Look at this answer sheet. The first thing you may notice is the
type of answer space . Each question has five little rectangles,
• one of which you will blacken in for your answer. Notice also/that
the rectangles are numbered 1-5.
Next you will notice that there are places for 160 answers on
this page, and that they are divified into four sections. Each
section is labeled with a Roman numeral on the left side of the
page.
(Give them tine to notice the things you point out.)
Find Section I. and follow along with me. Put your finger on
Item ^1. Starting with ill, the nuisbers go down until you come
J5. Then you go to the top of the next column to find i/6. Read
down to flO, then go back to the top of the next column to find
#11. If you read through the numbers on the first section,
you'll find that Section I has places for AO answers. Then
Section II begins back on the left side of the page with HI.
You need to pay attention to which way the numbers on your
answer sheet are going. When you are taking the test, make
Eure the number of tlic item you mark on the answer sheet is the
Eamc as the number of the question you're answering on the test.
Now I'm going to give you a little test so that you can practice
using the answer sheet. The test is very easy; everyone will
know all the answers. The reason for taking tliis test is to
get practice using an answer sheet. The more familiar you are
with answer sheets, and tlie better you are at marking them
correctly, the easier it will be for you when you take a real
achievcnent test. If you are already good at figuring out
answer sheets and marking them, fmn you won't have to
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waste time thinking about it while you're taking a test. Instead
you'll be able to put all your attention to figuring out the
answers to the questions.
Let's review the important points about marking answers.
(Try to get them to volunteer the major points:
1) only one answer per item
2) fill space completely
3) dark marks
4) no marks outside answer space
5) If changing answer, erase old one completely
6) mark sure number on test corresponds to number on answer sheet )
(Make sure each student has a pencil with an eraser.
Pass out Practice Test 1 face down.)
This test has 12 questions. When 1 say "Begin", turn over the
"test and begin working. Mark your answers on the pink answer
sheet. You will have 2 minutes.
Begin.
(After 2 minutes say:)
Stop. Put down your pencils.
(Have them trade papers with each other to check for correctness of
narking. Read the correct answer numbers to them.
7. 5
8. 4
9. 3
10. 3
11. 2
12. 5
As they check each item, also have them check for correctness of answer
space marking. Tell then not to count an item as correct unless the correct
answer is marked and all Che criteria for proper answer sheet use are met.
This will undoubtedly require a lot of guidance and checking on your part.
Walk around !.; e room helping them decide vi.tuher marking has been done
correctly. Be quite stringent. Encourage questions and try to generate
some discussion of right and wrong ways of .narking.
Have them circle the item numbers (on the answer sheet) of missed items.
Have them count the nuraber of items correct and write it in the upper-left
corner of the answer sheet.
Key: 1. 2
2. 3
3. 2
4. 5
5. 1
6. 2
Collect the tests (but not the answer sheets).)
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IV. Following Instructions
In order to be a good test-taker it's extremely Important
to pay very careful attention to any directions that are given.
As soon as you hear the announcement that a test is going to be
given, you should be listening for any directions that may folloi;.
This is Important because students often think they know what
they are supposed to do on a test, and they go ahead without
listening to instructions, only to find out they have done it
wrong. Even if you know the right answer to a test question,
you can get it wrong just because you don't follow instructions
on how to answer. For example, the directions might tell you
to mark your answers in a certain part of the answer sheet; if
you didn't hoar the directions and marked your answers in a
different place, all your answers would be counted wrong.
Some instructions will be read to you, others you will read
.yourself. Some instructions will come before the test and will
apply to the whole test. Sometimes a particular question or
group of questions will have its own instructions. So you must
always be alert in case some new instructions are given.
I'sa going to give some practice questions, which you will answer
on ycur answer sheets. The purpose of these exercises is to
give you practice paying careful attention to Instructions.
We will go through tlie questions one or two at a tine; after
each set of questions we will correct and discuss it. To get these
questions right you are going to. have to read and follow the
instructions. Some of the things you are instructed to do will
be silly. But remember this is not a real test, this is an
exercise to learn to follow instructions, so do exactly as you
are directed.
(Pass out Practice Test 2 face down.)
Now turn your test face up. Notice that the first question is
numbered 81. Find l/bl in the section of your answer sheet marked
Roman numeral 111. This is where you'll begin marking your answers.
(Hake sure everyone has the right place.)
Go ahead and do the two questions in the first box, J81 and ^82.
Take your time, answer carefully, and when you have finished,
stop and wait.
(Walt until all have finished.)
For PBl, did you mark answer 3 ? Sad is the opposite of happy.
The directions tell you to mark the word that moans the opposite.
But <?82 says to mark the word that means the snme , so you
should have Dirked answer 4, fast. If you missed either of tlieje
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questions, circle the number of the missed question on your
answer sheet.
(As they correct each item in this series, walk around the room checking
that iteras are marked in the correct location, marks are made correctly, etc.
I'his will take some time and it needs to 'L2 done carefully. Encourage
questions and discussion about the correct way of marking answers. Remind
them, if neccessary, of the previously discussed points concerning marking.)
How go ahead and do questions 83, 84 and 85. When you finish them,
stop and wait.
(When all have finished, have them check answers as before.
Key: 83. 1 (True) 84. 1 (True) 85. 2 (False).
Have then circle the numbers of missed items.)
Now find item ^96 on your ansv.'er sheet. The next question on your
test is 1196, so you will anstjcr it in space 1196.
(If anyone has trouble locating particular items on the answer sheet, tell
them to -run their finger down the item numbers, going from column to
column, until they locate the one they want.)
Mow go ahead and do the next two questions on your test.
(Halt until all are finished.)
Did you pl4k choice 2 to question 96? If you did you were wrong,
because the directions said to mark an answer that was not
correct. So you could have marked 1, 3, 4 or 5, but not 2.
Of course you would not see a direction like this on a real test.
This is Just an exercise to get you into the habit of paying
close attention to test instructions.
Did everyone skip 97 on the answer sheet and go to 98, as the
directions said to do ? The answer to 98 is 5, furious. Circle the
number of any items that you missed.
Kow do the questions in the next box.
(When all have finished, have them check answers as before.
Key: 99. 'i 100. 4 101. 5 102. 5. )
Now do the question in the next box, ffl03.
(The option ntimbers for this item are reversed, i.e. 5-1 rather than 1-5.
If any questions are asked about this while students are doing the problem
try to antwcr them privately, saying that they should use the option
numbers a£ they are on the test.)
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The answer is #2. Did you notice that the numbers of the choices
were backwards? If you didn't notice it you probably marked i/4,
since the correct answer was in the fourth position.
Again, you won't ever see a question like this on a real test.
This was just an exercise to teach you to stay on your toes.
Now io the last problem.
(Wait a few seconds.)
Check your answer to be sure that you completely erased choice 1.
There should be no pencil marking left on choice 1.
(Have them trade answer sheets with each other and check each other's
papers ff ' proper marking (not for correctness of answers). Tell them to
mark incorrect (by circling the item number) any item with incomplete
erasures, more than one answer marked, incompleceblackoning of option, very
light narking, or marking outside the space. Encourage them to be critical,
but monitor tlicir judgements.
Have them count the number of correct answers on Practice Test 2 (Section III
on the answer sheet) and write that number In the upper-right corner. )
(Collect tests and answer sheets.)
(Remind students they will have two more sessions on test taking, and then
dismiss them.)
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PRACTICE TESTS
KAME ^^^^ First Middle
SQiOOL
DATE OF TEST
Year Month Day
PUPIL'S AGE
Years Months
BOY GIRL
(Circle One)
GPJVDE TEAQ'.ER OR CLASS
PART
Sample Item
. 12 3 4
A. 0 0 0 0
Sample Item
n 6 7 8 9
B. 0 0 0 0
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
12 3 4
0 '0 0 0
6 7 8 9
0 0 0 0
12 3 4
0 0 0 0
6 7 8 9
0 0 0
12 3 4
0 0 0 0
6 7 8 9
0 0 0 0
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
12 3 4
0 0 0 0
6
0 in
6 7 8 9
0 0 0 0
1 2-3 4
0 0 0 0
6 7 8 9
0 0 0 0
13. 0
1 2
0 0
4
0 20. 6
7
0 8
9
0 27. h
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 21.
1
0
2
0 a
4
0 28.
6
0
7 8
0 0 8
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0 22.
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 29.
1
0
2 3
0 0
4
0
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 23.
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0 30.
6
0
7 8
0 0
9
0
1
0
2
0
3
0
4'
0 24.
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 31.
1
0
2 3
0 0
4
0
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 25.
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0 32.
6
0
7 8
0 0
9
0
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0 2b.
6
0
7
0
8
0
9
0 33.
1
0
2 3
0 0
4
0
OA 6 7 8 9
34. 0 0 0 0
or' 12 3 4
35. 0 0 0 0
OP 6 7 8 9
3d. 0 0 0 0
0-7 12 3 4
37. 0 0 0 0
6 7
0 0
8 9
0 038.
on 12 3 4
39. 0 0 0 0
An 6 7 8 9
40. 0 0 0 0
PART II
Sample Items
,
ABC D E
A. 0 0 0 0 0
Sample Items
r,' F G K J K
B. 0 0 0 0 0
8 361. J h
A B C D F
2. 0 0 0 0 0
_ F G H J K
3. 0 0 0 0 0
11.
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0
5
0
A
0
B
0
c
0
D
0
E
0 12.
A
0
B
0
c
0
D
0
E
0
iri A B C D E
19. 0 0 0 0 0
F
0
G
0
H
0
J
0
K
0 13^
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0
5
0
on' 1 2 3 4 5
20. 0 0 0 0 0
A
0
B
0
c
0
D
0
E
0 14;
A
0
B
0
c
0
D
0
E
0
o^ A B C D E
21. 0 0 0 0 0
F
0
G
0
11
0
J
0
K
0 15.
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0
5
0
oo' F G H J K
22. 0 0 0 0 0
A
0
p.
0
r
0
D
0
E
0 ib!
A
0
B
0
c
0
D
0
E
0 23. To 5 8 5
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0
5
0 17.
F
0
G
0
H
0
J
0
K
0 24; 5 8 'i 6 5
A
0
B
0
c
0
D
0
E
0
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0
5
0 25. To U 8
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PRACT ICE TKST 1
Do Aot i.lark On This Test
1. The tov/n v;e live in is
1 Boston
2 Worcester
J> New -York
4 Springfield
5 Philadc'lphia
2. This year is
1 1776
2 1876
3 1976
1971
5 1973
3. Which of the following
is not a mammal?
1 raccoon
2 fro.^
3 bear
4 horse
5 dog
4. tihf-ve v.ould yoii go to
check ou^ a book?
1 grocery store
2 gis stTtion
3. drug store
4 chiirch
5 library
5. The firr:t prer.ident of t'-.e
United .;tates 'vas
1 Washington
2 Lincoln
3 Je'''"f'rson
4 Ford
5 Franklin
6. The nen^on which follows
sumner is
1 winter
2 fall
3 spring
4 summer
5 Saturday
7. 2+2=
1 0
2 1
3 2
4 3
5 4
8. The capital of the U.S. is
1 Boston
2 NewYork
3 Vi'orcer>ter
4 ./ashinj;ton aJ.O.
5 Los Angeles
9. 4-2=
1 0
2 1
3 2
4 3
5 none of these
10. A chicken is a
1 fish
2 reptile
3 bird
4 mammal
5 none of these
11. Which of these wor-ds
is spelled incorrectly?
1 heavy
2 ho -.' se
3 clock
4 comb
5 none of these
12. A goo.l pource of protein
is
1 lettuce
2 candy
3 brcud
4 fruit
5 moat
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PHACTICE TEST 2
x)o,Not i.lark On This Test
Mark the number of the word
that means the opposite.
81. happy
1 smart
2 joyful
3 sad
4 pleasant -
5 none of these
Mark the number of the word
that means the same.
82. quick
1
2
3
4
5
enerj^etic
slow
happy
fast
none of these
Stop.
For the next thr-=e ouestions,
mark 1 if the statement is
true, 2 if the statement is
false.
83. An apostrophe is a
punctuation mark.
84. Light i a form of energy.
85. Cold air tends to rise.
Stop.
Mark £ne answer that is not
correct
.
96. 28 -i- 7 =
5 10
Skip 97 on vour ans./er sheet.
The next ouestion is 98.
Go on to the next column.
Mark the number of the word
that most nearly means the
same
.
98. angry
jealous
defeated
sad
amazed
furious
Stop.
For questions 99-102, deciae
if each statement; is a complete
sentence. If it is a complete
sentence, mark nns.ier space 4 ;
if it is noT, a complete
sentence, mark ansv.er space 5.
99. It is spring.
100. The wenther is getting
warmer.
101. As the days become longer.
102. jt'laying outside with our
friends
.
Stop.
103. 5 X 3
10
5
17
15
12
;-top.
lO'l. i.lark choice 1 on your
answer sheet. Then chan g'^
y o\ir answer to choice 4.
Stop.
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Session 2.
Approximate time: 45 minutes.
Topics: I. Review of Session 1.
II, Pacing and careful use of time,
III. Good guessing strategy.
General instructions to teacher:
Rather than \rr±te out the instructional material verbatim, as I did
for Session 1, I have given it here in outline form. However, certain
instructions to be read to the students are indented, wiiile instructions
to you are left-justified.
It is most inportant to go through the points slowly and thoroughly,
cliecking constantly to be sure the students are understanding and
correctly executing the practice exercises.
Again, I encourage you to vnrite your comments in this booklet.
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I. Review
This should be a short discussion In which you remind the students that
they had a previous session on test-taking, give them a hint as to
what it was about, and then prompt them to remember the major points of
the session. These were;
Purpose of Testing;
1) Test scores are supposed to show how much you know.
2) Teachers use then to help decide how to teach you best,
3) People in the state and city governments look at the scores made by
students in our school to see how good a job this school is doing,
and to tell whether the school needs to change its teaching to help
students better.
4) It's important for everyone to try hard and get as many questions
right as they can.
Answer Sheets
1) Wlicn you're given an answer sheet, look it over first to see how it
Is arranged, how items are numbered, what t>'pe of answer spaces it
has, etc. This Is to help you keep your place on the sheet while you
are taking the test.
2) Always use a pencil to mark answers.
3) Hark only one space per item.
A) If you change an answer, erase the old one cor.plctelv
5) Wlien marking an answer, fill in the answer space completely,
but don't go outside the space. Make a dar'tc mark.
6) Keep checking to be sure tlie number of the item you mark on the
answer sheet is the same as the number of the question on the test,
Following Instructions
1) When you are told that a test is about to be given, start listening
for any directions that may be given,
2) Don't go ahead and mark anything until you know exactly what the
directions are for marking it. If you don't follow the exact instructions
you may do it wrong.
3) Carefully road everythint; in each test question before you answer .
Vatch out for tricky -instructions.
(Pass out one answer sheet to each student and have them fill in all
the Identification spaces.)
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Outline: Pacing and Guessing
II. Pacing
A. Instruct students on the following points, in the order given:
1) Use all the time allowed for the test. Never stop working
from the time the teacher says "Begin" till she or he says "Stop"
2) Take the time to read each question completely. Then read all
the answer choices carefully. Think over each choice before
choosing and marking your answer. Do_ not .insver too quickly
.
(Vou might remind them again of the earlier discussion of the
importance of thoroughly reading instructions.) Before
beginning each new question, remind yourself by saying silently
to yourself "RIAD AND THINK", Say this before each question,
and then do it,
(Write the example items below on the blackboard, one at a time:
Example 1 Hark the number of the word that means most nearly
the same.
' enormous
1 small
2 large
3 unhappy
4 rich
5 huge
Tell then to say "READ AM) XIIINTC" to themselves before answering
the question in their heads. Point out that if one answered
quickly, without considering all the choices, he or she might
pick larpe
,
when huge is really a better answer and the correct one.
Example ? Pat has four cookies and Shelly has two brownies.
If they share all the' food equally, each of them
will have
A four cookies and two brc-nies.
B one cookie and tvo bro(mics.
C two cookies and two brov,Tiies.
D tv;o cookies and one brownie.
E none of these
Again, have them say "RE/\D AKD THINK" bcfor answering the question
to tlicmsclves. Then point out that the answer c hoices look very
ouch alike, so that one must read all of them carefully in order
to select the right one. Ifs also necccssary to read each choice
all the w^y through, since each one has two parts to consider (a
"cookie" part and a "brownie" part). )
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3) Remind yourself to keep working by saying to yourself
"DON'T LOOK U?" . If you catch yourself looking around the
room, quickly tell yourself "DON'T LOOK UP" and look back at
your test. Make it a contest with yourself to try not to look
at anything but your test until time is called,
. 4) Work through the questions in order. When you come to a
question you can't do (after having read and thought about it
carefully), skip that question and go to the next one.
Be very sure to skip that number on your answer sheet , too .
5) If you get to the end of the test before the time is up, go
back to the beginning and try again to do the questions you
skipped. (A trick that will help you find them quickly is to
put a tiny pencil mark next to each question you skip when you
go through the test the first time. Erase the marks after you
answer the questions.)
6) If after you have tried all the skipped questions a second time,
and either answered them or decided that you just can't do them,
there is s^ill time left, go bac'ic to the beginning again.
Start checking your answers. That is, read each question again
and see if you still think the answer you marked if right,
If not, change it. Check answers until time Is called.
B. Sun-ii3ri2c the main thrust of the preceding points, which is that
one should concentrate complete attention on the test for as much
time as is given. Especially critical is the point about taking time
to carefully read each question and all the answer choices before
deciding on an answer.
C. Give PR/\CTICE TEST 3, which is to be answered in Part I of the white
answer sheet. Three minutes are allowed for the test, which should
provide more than ample time for checking answers. Make sure each
child has a pencil with an eraser and an answer sheet with the
Identification blanks completed. Review the pointu discussed above;
1) Don't stop w.orklng; use all the time.
2) Skip hard questions. After finishing the ones you can do
easily, come back to the hard ones and try again.
3) See if you can keep your eyes on your test until time
is called. Remind yourself by saying "DON'T LOOK UP".
4) If time remains after you've done all the questions you can,
check your answers,
5) Before doing each question, remind yourself "READ AND THINK".
Read the whole question and all the answers, then think
carefully before marking your choice.
After passing out a test to eacli child (tell them to keep PRj\CTlCE
TEST 3 facing up), road these instructions:
This is a practice test. You will have
3 minutes to work on it. Find Part I near
the top of your answer sheet. Mark your
answers in Part I, beginning with 111.
Ready, begin.
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While they work on the test, watch for drifting attention.
Femind them when neccessary: "DON'T LOOK UP", If anyone stops working
before the time is up, remind them to check their answers again.
After 3 minutes, say;
Stop. Put down your pencils.
Have them trade papers and correct the tests. Tell them not to
count an item correct unless a) the answer is correct, and b) the
answer sheet is properly marked (help them make this judgement).
Circle the number on the answer sheet of any missed item. Write
the number correct at the top-left corner of the answer sheet.
Key: 1. 2 5. A
2. 6 6. 8
3. 3 7. 1
4. 8
Next, have the papers returned to their owners. Try to get them
to volunteer whether they; a) kept working the whole time,
b) said "READ AND THINK" and "DON'T
LOOK UP"
c) skipped hard questions and carae back
to them (you might ask about particular
'
' questions; pror.pt then to describe which
items they skipped, etc. )
d) checked their answers.
III. Guessing
A. Instruct students on the following ideas about guessing. V-Tien
should one guess at the answer to a question? If you have tried
a question at least twice, and arc sure you don't know the answer,
you should make a guess onlv if you are pretty sure of nt^ least one
of the choices that is a wrong answer, (Siiow them what you ciean using
the question belov/ as an exninple. Krite the item on the blackboard.
Discuss how, if one didn't know the ansv;er to this question, he or
she might be able to eliminate at least one choice (most likely A )
and thus could profitably guess from among the remaining alternatives.
Ex amle President Ford became president of this country in:
A 1960
B 1973
C 197A
D 1975
If most of them do not know the answer, you might have them all guess
and see how many guess right.
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When one has no Idea at all about any of the choices, one should
not guess . Leave the question unanswered. The reason for this is
that one is too likely to guess wrong, and there may be a penalty
for marking wrong answers.
Give PRACTICE TEST 4, which is on the reverse side of PRACTICE TEST 3.
They should still have the page turned so that PRACTICE TEST 3 is
facing up. Each child will need a piece of scratch paper. This
test will be answered in Part II of the white answer sheet. Seven
minutes are allov;ed. Peanuts will be given for correct answers,
Announce the practice test and tell them they will win one peanut
for each correct answer. Then before beginning, review all the major
points once more:
1) Pay careful attention to instructions, both spoken and written;
2) Mark answer sheet correctly (if mistakes are made in marking
,
the question will be counted wrong ) ;
3) Use all the time; don't look up;
4) Read each question and all its answer choices completely;
5) Skip over hard questions and come back to them if you have tine;
6) Guess only if you know at least one choice to be incorrect,
otherwise do not guess.
Read these test instructions:
Do not turn over your test paper until I say
begin. Find Part II of your ansv'er sheet. This
Is vhere you will mark your answers. Do not make
any marks on the test. Use your scratch paper
to do any figuring. There are 14 questions;
for every one you answer correctly, you will
get a peanut. Vou will have 7 minutes to work
on this test.
Ready, turn over your test and begin.
After 7 minutes say;
Stop. Put dovm your pencils.
Have. them trade and correct papers (correcting for right answers only),
circling the numbers of missed items.
Key:
1. 4 6. A 11. 3
2. B 7. J 12. A
3. C 8. D 13. 5
It. B 9. 3 lA. B
5. J 10. D
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Have each student bring his/her own sheet to you to be checked for
proper answer sheet marking. Mark any item wrong that has a
marking errer. Write the number correct in the upper-right corner
and give that number of peanuts to the child. Collect answer sheets
end tests.
If any tinie remains, try to generate group discussion o*" pacing
and guessing strategies employed (especially, which items were
hard and wore skipped over, and v/hich were guessed at and on what
basis), other techniques employed (e.g., did they tell themselves
"DON'T LOOK UP" ?), and any problems encountered.
This is the end of Session 2,
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PRACTICE TEST 03
Do Hot Hark On This Test
1. Vfhich one of the following
Is not part of a plant?
1 root
2 -soil
3 stem
4 fruit
2. Which sentence contains
a mistake?
6 There is many kinds of parks,
7 Some are small, and some
are large.
8 Some are near w'nere you live.
9 Others are far away.
3. Will had nine apples. He gave
three to Kent. Then Chris gave
Will five more. How many apples
does Will have now?
1 6
2 9
3 11
4 17
4. 9x4=
6 27
7 32
8 36
9 none of these
5. Which sentence contains
a mistake?
1 What do you like to eat?
2 Food is used by your body
to help you grow.
3 In the morning, you have
breakfast
.
4 How many times a day do you eat.
6. All but one of these things
are alike in a certain way.
Which one does not belong
with the rest?
6 ruler
7 scale
8 telescope
9 thermometer
7. 11 - 8 =
1 3
2 4
3 5
4 none of these
Stop.
PRACTICE TEST 4
Do Not Mark On This Test
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1, Ron had 6 crayons. He found 2
crayons. How many crayons did
he then have?
1 2
2 A
3 6
4 8
5 10
2. Which of the following is
an insect ?
A spider
B ant
C crab
D worm
E none
3. Solve: 325
-57
F 168
G 268
H 278
J 372
K 382
A. Emily needs 7 pieces of string,
each 3 feet long. How many feet
of string does she need
altogether?
To solve this problem, you must
A subtract
B multiply
C divide
D subtract, then multiply
E none of these
5. Which word is spelleu \«Ton|i7
F while
G which
H whisper
J vhoose
K none of these
6. What part of the carrot plant
do wc cat?
A root
B stem
C leaf
D fruit
E seed
7. Hark the letter of the part of
this sentence which contains
a mistake.
F C u J K
Llnd 1 lives on O.ik st. in Boston.
8. Mark the letter of the word which
has a different vowel sound than
the others,
A line
B right
C find
D sing
E bike
9. Janice made 14 cupcakes. She took
6 of them to a friend. How many did
she keep?
How would this problem be written in
the language of arithmetic?
1 6 + 14 =
2 6 - 14 =
3 14 - 6 =
4 14 X 6 =
5 14 1- 6 =
10. Doug left his house at 3:20, He rode
his bike directly to Dan's house. It
took him 15 minutes. At what time did
he arrive at Dan's house?
A 3:05
B 3:15
C 3:25
D 3:35
E none of these
11. Which two words both have long vowels
1 and, than
2 back, ball
3 same, made
4 saw, was
5 bad, dad
12. To Weigh soiiietiiing, you need a
A scale
B ruler
C clock
D gauge
E thermometer
13. A table is 1 yard and 1 foot long.
How long is it in inches?
1 18
2 24
3 30
4 40
5 none of these
14, VJhich month comes after March?
A February
B April
C June
D August
E October


